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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. In response to the Office Action mailed April 16, 2007, applicant submitted an 
amendment filed on May 4, 2007, in which the applicant amended and requested 
reconsideration with respect to claim 1. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant argues that Horvitz et al. and Noyes does not teach a method for 
submitting a natural language response in the form of a complete sentence. Applicant 
arguments are persuasive, but are in moot in view of new grounds of rejection. 

Additionally, Applicant argues that Noyes does not disclose or suggest a help 
program that is used in conjunction with a computer software program, but rather is 
directed solely towards information recognition, storage and user patterns. However, in 
response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Horvitz 
teaches an intelligent user assistance facility that autonomously senses that the user 
may need assistance in using a particular feature or to accomplish a specific task. 
Noyes was used in combination with Horvitz and therefore Applicants arguments are 
not persuasive. 

Additionally, Thomson fails to suggest formulating a response by integrating a 
natural language input from the user with specific user data from the linked user 
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database and data from the knowledge database. Thomson does not access specific 
user data regarding past interactions with the help software program from a user data 
regarding past interactions with the help software program from a user database. 
Therefore, a natural language response in the form of a complete sentence is never 
contemplated by Thomson. However, as pointed out, Applicant arguments regarding a 
natural language response in the form of a complete sentence are persuasive, but are 
moot in view of new grounds of rejections. 

Additionally, it is not clear to the Applicant whether the system disclosed by 
Dekelbaum et al. actually presents a truly seamless appearance to the user, as the user 
is required to first contact the sales representative who then essentially commandeers 
the home page on the user's computer screen. This hardly seems like a seamless 
transaction from the user's viewpoint. However, if the operator is interrogating the 
database instead of the user, it makes less work for the user, which makes it appears 
seamless to the user. 

Additionally, it not clear whether the system disclosed by Johnson et al. actually 
discloses a pricing plan in conjunction with a help program per se. The pricing criteria 
seem to be specific to a conventional telephone system and there is not mention of the 
pricing criteria applying to a computer help program. However, in response to 
applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). As pointed 
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out previously, Horvitz teaches an intelligent user assistance facility that autonomously 
senses that the user may need assistance in using a particular feature or to accomplish 
a specific task. Johnson was used in combination with Horvitz and therefore Applicants 
arguments are not persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-2, 6-11 and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Horvitz et al. (USPN 6,021,403), hereinafter referenced as Horvitz in 
view of Noyes (USPN 5,379,366) and in further view of Cox, Jr. (USPN 5,685,00). 

Regarding claim 1, Horvitz discloses a method for utilizing a help software 
program having a plurality of user databases and a knowledge database, said method 
comprising the steps of: 

identifying the user (profile system; column 6, lines 1-34 and column 17, lines 29- 

45), 

obtaining an identification code of the identified user (column 17, lines 29-45), 
searching the user databases to link the identification code with one of the user 
databases (column 17, lines 29-45), 
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accessing specific user data from the linked user database that has been 
generated as a result of at least one previous interaction between the identified user 
and the help software program and that is specifically related to the identified user from 
the linked user database (column 2, lines 61-66 and column 20, lines 15-45), 

receiving a user's natural language input (free-text query; column 11, lines 14- 

30), 

interpreting the natural language input (natural language query; column 23, lines 
48-64), 

formulating a response by integrating the natural language input from the user 
with specific user data from the linked user database and data from the knowledge 
database (column 2, lines 61-66 and column 20, lines 15-45), 

submitting the response to the user (respond to requests; column 22, lines 55- 

67), 

updating the linked user database with the natural language input and response 
whereby future responses may refer to the updated linked user database for the 
identified user (update; column 6, lines 1-34 and column 7, lines 17-47 with column 20, 
lines 15-45), 

the help program working in conjunction with a computer related application for 
interacting with a user in a natural language format when the user requires assistance in 
relation to the computer related application (column 2, lines 61-66 and column 6, lines 
1-34); and 
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formatting the response being further defined as uniquely molding the response 
to the identified user based upon the specific user data from the linked user database 
(column 17, lines 29-45), but does not specifically a natural language simulator wherein 
the response in the form of a complete sentence. 

Noyes discloses a method for representation of knowledge in a computer as a 
network database system further including the step of utilizing a natural language 
simulator to parse the natural language input (figure 34, element d) before the step of 
interpreting the natural language input (figure 34, element e; column 43, lines 4-13 and 
lines 34-46), to evaluate the input structures recognized by the parsers. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Horvitz's method wherein includes the step of 
utilizing a natural language simulator to parse the natural language input before the step 
of interpreting the natural language input, to optimize the search paths required to 
respond to the input expression (column 42, lines 65-68), as taught by Noyes. 

Horvitz in view of Noyes discloses a method for utilizing a help program software, 
but does not specifically teach a method wherein the submitting of the response is 
further defined as submitting a natural language response to interact with the user in a 
completely natural language conversation. 

Cox discloses a method for utilizing a help program software, but does not 
specifically teach a method wherein the submitting of the response is further defined as 
submitting a natural language response to interact with the user in a completely natural 
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language conversation (column 5, line 55 - column 6, line 35), to perform a desired 
task. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Horvitz in view of Noyes method wherein the 
submitting of the response is further defined as submitting a natural language response 
to interact with the user in a completely natural language conversation, as taught by 
Cox, to provide the perception of a linguistically competent dialog (column 1, lines 31- 
41). 

Regarding claim 4, Horvitz discloses a method for representation of knowledge 
in a computer as a network database system further including recording and storing the 
natural language conversation between the user and the help program in the linked user 
database (storing information in the database; column 12, lines 51-63 and column 17, 
lines 29-45). 

Regarding claim 6, Horvitz discloses a method wherein the uniquely molded 
response is further defined as guiding the identified user to a predetermined result 
based upon the particular computer application (column 18, lines 20-38). 

Regarding claim 7, Horvitz discloses a method wherein the guiding of the 
identified user is further defined as assessing the current input by the user against the 
predetermined result to further mold future responses to the user in order to direct the 
user toward the desired result (column 7, line 48 - column 8, line 55). 



Application/Control Number: 10/030,325 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2626 

Regarding claim 8, Horvitz discloses the method further including the step of 
determining the type of computer related application chosen by the identified user in 
order to further mold the responses to the user (column 1 , lines 14-35). 

Regarding claim 9, Horvitz discloses the method further including the step of 
accessing specific information about the chosen computer related application and 
incorporating this information into the response to the user (column 1, lines 14-35). 

Regarding claim 10, Horvitz discloses the method wherein the accessing of the 
specific user data for identified user is further defined accessing previous inputs and 
responses for the identified user (column 17, lines 29-45). 

Regarding claim 11, Horvitz discloses the method wherein the accessing of the 
specific user data for the identified user is further defined as accessing commercial 
transaction history for the identified user (history information; column 8, lines 44-55 and 
column 17, lines 29-45). 

Regarding claim 13, Horvitz discloses a method wherein the help program 
further includes a trainer and the method further comprises the step of interacting the 
trainer with the help program to continually update and maintain the knowledge 
database (update; column 9, lines 2-12 and column 7, lines 17-47 with column 17, lines 
29-45). 

Regarding claim 14, Horvitz discloses a method wherein the step of interacting 
the trainer with the help program is further defined as initiating the trainer to populate, 
update (update) and monitor (monitor) the knowledge database (column 6, lines 1-34). 
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5. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Horvitz 
in view Noyes and Cox and in further view of Thomson (USPN 5,634,051). 

Regarding claim 12, Horvitz in view of Noyes and Cox disclose a method for 
utilizing a help software program, but does not specifically teach a method further 
including a step of accessing a product database, compiling information from the 
product database, and determining if any of the compiled information should be 
forwarded to the identified user with the response. 

Thomson discloses the method further including the step of accessing a product 
database, compiling information from the product database, and determining if any of 
the compiled information should be forwarded to the identified user with the response 
(column 4, lines 21-29 and column 8, line 58 - column 10, line 30), to save time for the 
user. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
i time the invention was made to modify Horvitz in view of Noyes and Cox's method 
wherein it includes the step of accessing a product database, compiling information 
from the product database, and determining if any of the compiled information should be 
forwarded to the identified user with the response, as taught by Thomson, to save time 
for the user and to report the results in a manner that is uniquely relevant to him or her 
(column 9, lines 33-40). 
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6. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Horvitz 
in view of Noyes and Cox and in further vieW of Dekelbaum et al. (USPN 5,838,682), 
hereinafter referenced in view of Dekelbaum. 

Regarding claim 15, Horvitz in view of Noyes and Cox disclose a method for 
utilizing help software, but does not specifically include the step of determining the need 
for human intervention and accessing human intervention in a natural language format 
such the interaction with the help program and a human representative appears 
seamless to the user. 

Dekelbaum discloses a method and apparatus for establishing communications 
including the step of determining the need for human intervention and accessing human 
intervention in a natural language format such the interaction with the help program and 
a human representative appears seamless to the user (operator interrogates the 
database; column 15, lines 17-34), to supplement customer transmission. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Horivitz in view of Noyes and Cox's method such 
that it includes the step of determining the need for human intervention and accessing 
human intervention in a natural language format such the interaction with the help 
program and a human representative appears seamless to the user, to provide 
information corresponding to session history (column 15, lines 17-24), as taught by 
Dekelbaum. 
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7. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Horvitz 
in view of Noyes and Cox and in further view of Johnson et al. (USPN 5,978,455), 
hereinafter referenced Johnson. 

Regarding claim 16, Horvitz in view of Noyes and Cox disclose a method for 
utilizing help software, but does not specifically include the step of formulating a pricing 
plan for the help program based upon the amount of time the user engaged in 
conversation with the help program. 

Johnson discloses a method and system for determining call periods further 
including the step of formulating a pricing plan for the help program based upon the 
amount of time the user engaged in conversation with the help program (figure 3 with 
column 6, lines 41-51), to access billing rate information. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Horvitz in view of Noyes and Cox's method such 
that it further includes including the step of formulating a pricing plan for the help 
program based upon the amount of time the user engaged in conversation with the help 
program, to access billing rate information to decide on a more optimal period, as taught 
by Johnson (column 6, lines 41-59). 
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Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Schultz (USPN 6,208,988) discloses a method for identifying themes associated 
with a search query. 

• Morin et al. (USPN 5,748,841) disclose a supervised contextual language 
acquisition system. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jakieda R. Jackson whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7619. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday, Tuesday and Thursday 
7:30 a.m. to 5:00p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached on 571-272-7843. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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